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FOREIGN AID FIGHT NOT OVER 
Conservative Coalition Can Slash Appropriation Bill 


By the time this is received by subscribers, the foreign 
aid authorization bill, with the 5-year, self-renewing, ex- 
panding pipeline into the Treasury, is very likely to 
have passed Congress. However, if enough outraged voters 


and taxpayers make their voices heard, a victory cen still 
be had. This is because Congress must still pass the ap- 


propriation bill of roughly $4 billion--exclusive of the 
$900 million thrown into the "pipeline" to get it started. 


The only question is, can the voters make their weight 
felt against the tyranny in Washington? The frontiers- 
men are using every conceivable political device to 
force through foreign aid. This bill is considered by 
the White House to be the most important legislation to 
date. Never before have congressmen been so brutally 
treated by a President. But voters still have more 
influence vith ressmen than even a ruthless Pres=- 


ident with billions of tax dollars and unlimited pol= 
ti i at hand to congressional votes. 


The place to try and reduce the outrageous foreign aid 
boondoggle is in the House, as it will probably pass the 
Senate intact. Therefore: 


THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE LIBERTY LOBBY URGES YOU 
TO BEND EVERY EFFORT TO INFLUENCE YOUR CONGRESSMAN, 
ESPECIALLY IF HE IS A BORDER OR SOUTHERN DEMOCRAT, OR 
A LIBERAL REPUBLICAN, OR IF HE IS ON THE APPROPRI- 
ATIONS COMMITTEE (LISTED ON THE REVERSE). 


Urge your congressman to CUT the foreign aid appropriation 
by 50%, or 75%, or totally; giving whatever figure your 
own conscience and understanding tells you is right. 


MAKE YOUR CONGRESSMAN PUT THE INTERESTS OF THE PEOPLE 
ABOVE THE INTERESTS OF THE PRESSURE GROUPS. DON'T IET 
HIM BETRAY HIS CONSTITUENTS. LET'S GO ALL-OUT, NOW! 
Remember, YOUR INFIUENCE COUNTS ... USE IT! 





Appropriations 


(House) 


(Meets upon call of chairman) 


Clarence Cannon, of Missouri. 
George H. Mahon, of Texas. 

Harry R. Sheppard, of California. 
Albert Thomas, of Texas. 

Michael J. Kirwan, of Ohio. 

Jamie L. Whitten, of Mississippi. 
George W. Andrews, of Alabama. 
John J. Rooney, of New York. 

J. 4 Gary, of Virginia. 

John E. Fogarty, of Rhode Island. 
Robert L. F. Sikes, of Florida. 

Otto E. Passman, of Louisiana. 
Louis C. Rabaut, of Michigan. 

Sidney R. Yates, of Illinois. 

Fred Marshall, of Minnesota. 

John J. Riley, of South Carolina. 
Joe L. Evins, of Tennessee. 

John F. Shelley, of California. 
Edward P. Boland, of Massachusetts. 
Don Magnuson, of Washington. 
William H. Natcher, of Kentucky. 
Daniel J. Flood, of Pennsylvania. 
Winfield K. Denton, of Indiana. 
Tom Steed, of Oklahoma. 

Hugh 3 Alexander, of North Carolina. 
Alfred E. Santangelo, of New York. 
Joseph M. Montoya, of New Mexico. 
George E. ee, of Illinois. 

John M. Slack, Jr., of West Virginia. 


Appropriations 


John Taber, of New York. 

Ben F. Jensen, of Iowa. 

H. Carl Andersen, of Minnesota. 

Walt Horan, of Washington. 

Ivor D. Fenton, of Pennsylvania. 

Gerald R. Ford, Jr., of Michigan. 

Harold C. Ostertag, of New York. 

Frank T. Bow, of Ohio. 

Charles Raper Jonas, of North Carolina. 

Melvin R. Laird, of Wisconsin. 

Elford A. Cederberg, of Michigan. 

Glenard P. Lipscomb, of California. 

John J. Rhodes, of Arizona. 

John R. Pillion, of New York. 

Phil Weaver, of Nebraska. 

William E. Minshall, Jr., of Ohio. 

Robert H. Michel, of Illinois. 

Silvio O. Conte, of Massachusetts. 

William H. Milliken, Jr., of Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Earl Wilson, of Indiana. 





(Senate) 


(Meets upon call of chairman) 


Carl Hayden, of Arizona. 

Richard B. Russell, of Georgia. 
Dennis Chavez, of New Mexico. 
Allen J. Ellender, of Louisiana. 
Lister Hill, of Alabama. 

John L. McClellan, of Arkansas. 

A. Willis Robertson, of Virginia. 
Warren G. Magnuson, of Washington. 
Spessard L. Holland, of Florida. 
John Stennis, of Mississippi. 

John O. Pastore, of Rhode Island. 
Estes Kefauver, of Tennessee. 

A. S. Mike Monroney, of Oklahoma. 
Alan Bible, of Nevada. 

Robert C. Byrd, of West Virginia. 
Gale W. McGee, of Wyoming. 
Hubert H. Humphrey, of Minnesota. 





Styles Bridges, of New Hampshire. 
Leverett Saltonstall, of Massachusetts. 
Milton R. Young, of North Dakota. 
Karl E. Mundt, of South Dakota. 
Margaret Chase Smith, of Maine. 
Henry C. Dworshak, of Idaho. 
Thomas H. Kuchel, of California. 
Roman L. Hruska, of Nebraska. 
Gordon Allott, of Colorado. 

Andrew F. Schoeppel, of Kansas. 


Tabulation of votes on 
Byrd Amendment, August 
11, 1961. If passed, 
this would have removed 
the objectionable 5-year 
pipeline feature in for- 
eign aid bill. 
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YEAS—39 
Aiken Dworshak Miller 
Allott Eastland Mundt 
Beall Ellender Robertson 
Bennett Ervin Russell 
Bible Goldwater Schoeppel 
Bridges Hickenlooper Smathers 
Byrd, Va. Holland Smith, Maine 
Capehart Hruska Stennis 
Carlson Joh Imadg: 
Case, 8. Dak. Jordan Thurmond 
Cotton Kuchel Tower 
Curtis Lausche Williams, Del 
Dirksen McClellan Young, N. Dak 

NAYS—56 
Anderson Hart Monroney 
Bartlett ene ares 
Boggs ickey orton 
Burdick Hill Moss 
Bush Humphrey Muskie 
Byrd, W. Va Jackson Neuberger 
Cannon Javits Pastore 
Carroll Keating Pell 
Case, N.J. Kefauver Prouty 
Chavez Kerr Proxmire 
Church Long, Mo. Randolph 
Clark Long, Hawaii Saltonstall 
Cooper Long, La. Scott 
Dodd Smith, Mass. 
Douglas a pend 
Engle 
Pulbright McGee Williams, N.J. 
Gore McNamara Young, Ohio 
Gruening Metcalf 

NOT VOTING—5 

Butler Hayden Yarborough 
Fong Wiley 


So the amendment of Mr. Byrp of Vir- 
ginia was rejected. 


Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
commiserate with the American people 
in this tragic hour of our history, when 
there has been a complete surrender and 
abdication of its constitutional powers 
by the legislative branch to the execu- 
tive department. 

Mr. President, I share the concern of 
members of the Committee on Appro- 
priations who this afternoon expressed 
apprehension that the powers of the Ap- 

ropriations Committee were being di- 
uted, if not destroyed, in an effort to 
placate the executive department and 
obey its mandates and dictates. 

Over the past several years, as a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee, I 
have listened in hearings to testimony 
given by representatives of the Depart- 
ment which has administered our for- 
eign aid program. The same personnel 
at the top levels under the Truman ad- 
ministration, the Eisenhower adminis- 
tration and the Kennedy administra- 
tion have appealed for powers to bank- 
rupt the U.S. Government. 

Local currencies will continue to pile 


there will be no effective change in the 
administration of our foreign aid pro- 


to the American people. 

The long-range back-door financing 
will aggravate, not remove, the deficien- 
cies which are widely acknowledged as 
having been typical of our foreign 
program during the past decade. 


ernment at a time when we should have 
unity, courage, determination, and 
strength to resist the Communist threat 
of aggression. 





STOP FOREIGN AID! 


Shortly after World War II one of our 
high administration officials came back from 
Europe and in a speech used the phrase, “An 
empty stomach is a communist workshop.” 
That was a catchy statement and got a lot of 
publicity. A much truer statement, however, 
would have been, ‘“‘An empty head is a com- 
munist workshop.” 


If people think communism will solve their 
problems they should look back in history 
and try to find one single instance where 
either socialism or - yer gp is not 
much difference— ever any 
ple. They are nothing new; they have loon 
tried time and time again throughout history 
and have always failed. Those who continue 
to try disproved theories are the real reac- 
tionaries in this world. 


Yet we continue to frighten ourselves into 
saying: “If we don’t pour money into such 
and such a country it will go communist.” 
Acting on this theory we have spent more 
than $80 billion on foreign aid since World 
War II. The President is now asking us to 
increase foreign aid for the next fiscal year 
by a half-billion dollars to a total of more 
than $4% billion—even though there is still 
about $5 billion previous appropriations not 
yet used. More than that, he wants us to put 
it on a long-term basis. How foolish can we 
get! 

This whole program of foreign aid is com- 
pletely fallacious and illogical—regardless of 
the propaganda being grandiloquently shot 
at us—at our own expen y political 
leaders of both parties, by the internation- 





by Thurman Sensing 


alists, the one-worlders, and the do-gooders. 
Yet we have been brainwashed and scared to 
such an extent as to what would happen to 
us if it were discontinued that it is very rare 
any more than we hear anybody taking the 
side of the American taxpayer or representing 
the philosophy of an independent America. 


There were two basic misconceptions in 
the foreign aid program to begin with— (1) 
that we could buy friends, and (2) that we 
could cure the ills of the world with dollars. 
Neither is possible. 


You just cannot go out and buy love of 
freedom like you can buy a ton of coal or a 
bushel of wheat. It must first exist in the 
hearts of the people themselves, and if it does 
not exist there, no number of our dollars will 
put it there. 


Who is to say that we did not have just as 
many, if not more, friends at the end of 
World War II than we have right now? Who 
is to say that, instead of curing the ills of 
the world with our dollars, we have not added 
to them—by aiding communism in many in- 
stances, by subsidizing socialism in even more 
instances, by destroying the independence 
and self-reliance of many nations, by up- 
setting the way of life of peoples when they 
did not want it upset? 


This viewpoint has nothing to do with 
military alliances; we should always be ready 
for military alliances when it seems to our 
mutual benefit. It should be pointed out, 
though, that a nation that is not willing to 
defend itself against communism by its own 
efforts is not likely to make a very good ally. 
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THE WALL STREET JOURNAI 
Wednesday, May 3, 1961 


The Ways of the World 


In a letter this morning, a reader 
takes a long and thoughtful look at 
Latin America. It is found to be a 
region of potentially fantastic riches, 
yet one mired in its own customs, at- 
titudes and political instability. The 
conclusion drawn, contrary to official 
thinking, is that massive United States’ 
aid cannot pull Latin America out of 
its backwardness, but may actually 
deepen the rut of poverty. 


At the core of this indictment of U.S. 
policy is the charge that we are com- 
pletely ignorant of our neighbors to the 
south. Yet how can this be when the 
wires hum with dispatches, when our 
universities, embassies, State Depart- 
ment and White House burst with ‘‘ex- 
perts’’? Our ignorance obviously does 
not lie in knowing little. It lies in know- 
ing much, but understanding little, 

As our ‘correspondent remarks, 
“everything that happens in Latin 
America is interpreted in the light of 
our Anglo-Saxon culture and philos- 
ophy,’’ when in fact events there spring 
from an entirely different culture and 
outlook. The observation is equally 
valid beyond this hemisphere. 

To be sure, Americans cannot help 
but see the world as Americans; it is 
the essence of a sound foreign policy 
that happenings abroad should be in- 
terpreted in the light of our own «‘a- 
tional interests. 

But the American viewpoint in re- 
cent years has become one of thorough- 
going internationalism, geared to One 
World, interdependence and the pre- 
sumed common aspirations of human- 
ity. By subordinating our distinct na- 
tional characteristics to an abstract 
vision of unity, we have come more 
and more to suppose that the African, 
the Indian, the Arab, the Latin Amer- 
ican— all ‘‘underdeveloped’”’ peoples 
everywhere — are pretty much the 
same under the skin. And that they are 
not unlike us as well. 

This illusion of ours is encouraged 
by the insistent clamor for progress 
in the backward countries, which 
strikes our ear as a flattering echo of 
our own deepest beliefs. We heed the 
words, forgetting how differently they 
are defined by different peoples. Hav- 
ing assumed that people everywhere 
want essentially what we want, the 


United States, these past 15 years, has 
been dispensing what the clamorous 
peoples obviously lack—wealth. 

But dollars are useless to peoples 
lacking a native political genius, a will 
to self-improvement and a grasp of the 
liberating force of personal freedom. 
These were the prerequisites of our 
own economic development; our exper- 
ience teaches that they are essential. 
Indeed, the U.S. today might well be a 
poor and backward country if genera- 
tions of Americans had not engaged in 
work, thrift and risk, in a climate of 
freedom. 

Much of the world doesn’t under- 
stand this. In fact, a good many Amer- 
icans, some of whom speak for this 
country as Government officials, don’t 
seem to understand free enterprise 
very well either. Both they and politi- 
cians in the backward countries com- 
monly stand the idea of economic de- 
velopment on its head. Emerging na- 
tions are encouraged to assert a 
“right” to swift development, as though 
wealth were a natural consequence of 
independence. American aid - givers 
smile upon those native socialists who 
define the first step toward prosperity 
as the creation of a costly welfare 
state, even though indulging that ideol- 
ogy perpetuates poverty. 

An even more fundamental failing 
of U.S. policy is the assumption that 
the world shares our zest for work. It 
doesn’t. The African lolling in the 
shade while his wife hoes a scraggly 
plot is incapable of any attitude toward 
work but one of indifference. The su- 
perfluous Indian socialist, shuffling 
papers in a ministry, is aghast at the 
idea of using his education to uplift 
classes whom he regards as sub-hu- 
man. The Latin American who deems 
himself a Spanish gentleman would 
rather starve than soil his hands with 
manual labor. Yet all are loudly in 
favor of rapid development of their 
homelands. 

We don’t have any idea when, if 
ever, most of the ‘‘underdeveloped” 
lands will develop. It is up to them to 
decide how badly they wish to go for- 
ward, and to begin appropriate re- 
forms. But their advance surely won’t 
be hastened by the sort of United 
States’ assistance that misunderstands 
our ways and the world’s. 











